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small part the result of an American non-
proliferation policy so disjointed and
consessionary that it was prone to be dis-
regarded and misread.

White House officials admit they were
caught flat-footed, that the Central Intel-
ligence Agency failed to provide adequate
warning of the tests. To press this point,
however, is to miss the warning the Adminis-
tration had months earlier: the winter elec-
tion of the Hindu nationalist Bharatiya
Janata Party, which had long championed
India’s right to nuclear weapons.

What did the White House do with this
warning? It sent its United Nations Ambas-
sador, Bill Richardson, to India to emphasize
the importance of issues other than non-
proliferation (lest it sour relations) as well
as the chairman of the Nuclear Regulatory
Commission, Shirley Ann Jackson, to em-
phasize our desire for expanded nuclear co-
operation.

Not surprisingly, the Indian press inter-
preted these visits in the worst way possible.
The United States, it argued, has finally got-
ten over its preoccupation with blocking In-
dia’s rightful development of strategic tech-
nology. What’s unclear is when, if at all,
American officials bothered to brief leaders
of the Bharatiya Janata Party about the
sanctions that the White House would be
forced to impose if India followed through on
its pledge.

What can we do now? The White House
should immediately impose the sanctions
called for in the Nuclear Proliferation Pre-
vention Act of 1994, rather than bargain for
some new pledge of restraint.

Indian officials speculate that the United
States may not impose sanctions or that if it
does they will have little effect. We must
prove them wrong. In fact, the value of the
Indian stock market had already fallen by 5
percent by Tuesday in anticipation of sanc-
tions. The Indian financial market under-
stands what sanctions will mean to the
banks, which are seriously overextended and
undercapitalized.

By Indian law, at least 51 percent of the
shares of every bank are owned by the Gov-
ernment. Under the American nonprolifera-
tion law, no United States bank, public or
private, can make loans or extend credit to
these institutions for at least one year. Car-
rying out the sanctions would hurt. But it
would strengthen the hand or Indians who
understand that their nation can best com-
pete against China by being economically
powerful and that without such strength, a
military competition of the sort now being
undertaken will be disastrous.

Certainly, the world is watching including
Pakistan (whose financial and political insti-
tutions can even less afford an American fi-
nancial cut-off). It the White House is to
have any chance of having its commitment
to nonproliferation taken seriously, its sanc-
tions must be seen as something more than
a bluff. Pakistan, at the least, must under-
stand it has much more to lose than gain by
testing.

Congress and the White House must also
use the Indian tests to revise our overly gen-
erous, a la carte nonproliferation policies.
We must recognize that the case of India is
related to those of China and North Korea;
our catering to both these nations’ demands
for military-related technology—whether it
be for missile or nuclear goods—is a prescrip-
tion for more proliferation. Indeed, the
White House has smothered these nations
and Russia with all manner of nuclear and
space assistance (actually subsidizing known
proliferators like China’s Great Wall Indus-
tries, the Chinese National Nuclear Corpora-
tion and the Russian Space Agency with li-
censed American technology).

But what the United States has all too
scrupulously avoided is the use of any

sticks—from enforcing sanctions against
China and Russia, to penalizing Russian in-
vestments in Iran’s oil industry, to keeping
our military and diplomats from purposeful
action against Iraq, to holding North Korea
responsible for its continued violation of the
global Nuclear Nonproliferation Treaty. This
and the continued American export of high
technology to known proliferators must end.

Finally, we need to be more confident. We
always have plenty of warning, if we are
willing to act on less than conclusive proof
of a completed weapons program. And we
have plenty of options to deter proliferation,
assuming we’re willing to act early enough.
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ELIMINATE THE MARRIAGE
PENALTY

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Under
the Speaker’s announced policy of Jan-
uary 7, 1997, the gentleman from Indi-
ana (Mr. MCINTOSH) is recognized for 50
minutes as the designee of the major-
ity leader.

Mr. MCINTOSH. Mr. Speaker, I rise
today to come before my colleagues
and the American people to talk about
an issue that is finally gaining the at-
tention of policymakers here in Wash-
ington, and that is the need to elimi-
nate the marriage penalty in our Tax
Code system.

What is the marriage penalty? Essen-
tially, it is the way in which our Fed-
eral income tax operates that says to
more than 21 million couples, you are
going to pay, on average, $1,400 more
each year simply because you are mar-
ried.

It comes up in a lot of different pro-
visions. Married people have less of a
personal deduction. Married couples
pay higher rates on much of their in-
come. So oftentimes what happens is
that when two young people get mar-
ried, they are both working, they both
earn an income, maybe receive a little
bit of a return on April 15 when they do
their taxes. As soon as they get mar-
ried, they get hit with this marriage
penalty and suddenly have to pay more
taxes.

Then it is carried throughout their
lives if, as adults, they start having
children and save money so that they
can invest in a savings account for
their children to go to college. When
they take that savings account back
out, they get hit with another mar-
riage penalty.

And then, finally, when they retire,
many, many senior citizens are hit
with a penalty on their Social Security
because they remarry in their later
years of their life.

What our bill does is eliminates the
penalty in the Tax Code, and I have
been talking about this issue for the
last year. JERRY WELLER and I intro-
duced a bill last fall that would elimi-
nate it, and I have urged people to con-
tact me at my web site www dot House
dot gov slash McIntosh and talk to me
about how the marriage penalty effects
them.

We have literally received hundreds
of e-mails from people all around the
country saying how the marriage pen-
alty has hurt them after their wedding.

One person told me that they had
postponed their honeymoon and were
expecting to go this year; but when the
tax bill came on April 15, they owed
more money because of this marriage
penalty, had to once again forego their
honeymoon; and the young lady’s hus-
band would not be able to go to sum-
mer school to finish some of his class-
es, all because the government pun-
ishes marriage in this country.

I first learned about this when two of
my constituents wrote to me last year,
Sharon Mallory and Darryl Pierce.
Sharon and Darryl, pictured here in
this picture, wrote to me and talked
about what the marriage penalty
meant in their lives. Sharon works for
about $10 an hour at a Ford electronics
plant in Connersville, Indiana, and
Darryl works there as well, does a lit-
tle farming on the side. They want to
get married, and they went to H&R
Block and asked the accountant,
‘‘What will happen to us if we get mar-
ried?’’
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The accountant explained to Sharon

that not only would she have to give up
her $900 tax refund, together they
would be penalized $2,800, just because
they got married.

Sharon went on in her letter and told
me, ‘‘We can’t afford it. It breaks our
heart, but we can’t afford to get mar-
ried. I urge you, Congressman, to
eliminate this marriage penalty.’’

Well, it broke my heart when I re-
ceived her letter, and I started re-
searching exactly how comprehensive
is this marriage penalty. I found out
that 21 million families in America pay
on average $1,400 extra taxes just be-
cause they are married.

Now, many of the people in this
country are saying we need to
strengthen families, we need to be on
the side of families, families are the or-
ganization in our society that are rais-
ing our children, teaching them the
moral values they need in order to be-
come future citizens. And today fami-
lies truly are under assault. You not
only have the marriage penalty, you
have problems with drugs and gangs,
problems with different images that
are exposed to the families being bro-
ken down, and too often we see families
where there is no father involved with
the children.

I am not saying that a single mom is
not loving her children as much as pos-
sible. My mom was a single mom, and
I know all the sacrifices she made for
me, but we were always hoping we
would have dad there.

The consequences of not having an
intact family can be tremendous. Stud-
ies show that children who come from
split homes or single parent homes are
more likely to divorce themselves.
They are four times as likely to die at
an earlier age. Their health is worse.

Sadly, many of them pass on these
problems to the next generation. Sev-
enty-two percent of juvenile murders
come from divided homes. Sixty per-
cent of rapists grew up in broken
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homes. They are more likely to use
drugs, more likely to commit suicide
and more likely to drop out of school.

We have to reverse that, and we can
start by putting the Federal Govern-
ment on the side of families, eliminat-
ing the marriage penalty, saying to
parents, we are going to give you a
break. We know it is tough when both
mom and dad have to work just to pay
all the bills and make ends meet. We
do not want to make it worse for you
by having the government every April
15 take out $1,400 more in your taxes.

So, as Congress considers the budget,
which will be coming up later this
week, we have received a commitment
from the Committee on the Budget
that we will put eliminating the mar-
riage penalty at the top of our prior-
ities for tax cuts. $100 billion of tax
cuts are written into that budget, and
this tax cut will say to those families,
we are finally going to be on your side.
We are going to eliminate the marriage
penalty; we are going to make it our
number one priority.

Now, the way to do this is through
legislation that the gentleman from Il-
linois (Mr. WELLER), the gentleman
from California (Mr. HERGER), the gen-
tleman from Alabama (Mr. RILEY) and
I introduced. It is H.R. 3734, the Mar-
riage Tax Penalty Elimination Act.

What it does is it says, quite simply,
in two areas we are going to redress
the penalty. If you are a single person
and you get a deduction of $4,100, when
you marry you are going to continue to
get that same deduction and your wife
is going to get the same deduction. So
when you file married, you do not end
up being penalized on that personal
standard deduction.

The second way in which we help
families is to say if you are making
$24,000 and are taxed at the 15 percent
rate, and your wife is making $24,000
and is taxed at that 15 percent rate,
today when you get married, suddenly
part of that income, about $8,000 of it,
is taxed at the higher rate, at 28 per-
cent. Our bill would eliminate that and
say when you are single, the cutoff in
the brackets is $24,650. For married
people, it is going to be exactly double
that. We eliminate the inequity that
says just because you are going to get
married, you are going to slip into a
higher tax bracket.

It is time that we pass this bill as
part of our budget and move forward
next fall in the tax bill that we send to
the American people, and that this
Congress comes squarely on the side of
the American family and says, once
and for all, we are going to eliminate
the marriage penalty, so Sharon and
Darryl can get married and not have to
worry about how to make ends meet on
their family budget.

Tonight, many of us wanted to come
forward and talk about this issue and
what we plan to do with it in Congress.
I would like to recognize one of my col-
leagues, a Member who came to us in
the class of 1994, who has done a great
job of representing Florida, (Mr.
WELDON).

Mr. WELDON of Florida. Mr. Speak-
er, I thank the gentleman for yielding.
I want to commend the gentleman not
only for convening this special order on
this very important issue, but as well
for being one of the leaders in the Con-
gress and introducing H.R. 3734, the
legislation to repeal the marriage tax
penalty.

I believe the institution of marriage
was ordained by God. If you travel all
over the world, it is very obvious that
it is a universal institution, and its ob-
vious primary function is to be the
place where new citizens, future citi-
zens, are nourished and raised up and
learn to become contributors to soci-
ety. I am talking, obviously, there
about our children.

To have provisions within our Tax
Code, to have provisions within the law
of the Government of the United States
that discourage marriage and encour-
age people to live outside of wedlock,
to me is almost criminal. To allow the
very existence of this marriage tax
penalty to develop in our Tax Code to
me is an offense, not only to the Amer-
ican people, but as well to common
sense.

Prior to getting elected to Congress I
practiced medicine. I am a physician
by training. I was able to see this first-
hand, and I remember it very well, see-
ing people, particularly senior citizens,
often who were widowed and living to-
gether out of wedlock, setting a ter-
rible example for their children and
their grandchildren. But like the cou-
ple in your district that you men-
tioned, they were doing so primarily
because of the tax burden that they
would face if they were to walk down
the aisle and get married.

I have to say it literally breaks my
heart that we have to actually fight
here in Washington, D.C. for these
kinds of common sense reforms. To me,
the people back home described this to
me as being a no-brainer, but yet we
have to struggle and fight and argue.

But I am very, very pleased that we
have a commitment from the chairman
of the Committee on the Budget, we
have the vast majority of our Repub-
lican Conference strongly behind this,
and we even have some of the Demo-
crats getting behind this, which is al-
ways refreshing when you are talking
about reducing taxes and we see Demo-
crats standing up for that, and I want
to commend the gentleman again.

Let me just add, the points that the
gentleman made about the impact on
children, this is another reason why
this is so critical, because if you look
at what is the primary indicator for
health in a community in terms of
issues like drug abuse, issues like illit-
eracy, juvenile crime, the liberals will
tell you, oh, it is income, and in reality
it is not income. The thing that cor-
relates most with problems like drug
abuse, declining educational scores and
juvenile delinquency, it is actually the
amount of fatherlessness in that com-
munity. It is actually an intact family
that is the best indicator of the health
of that community.

To have a Tax Code that is actually
encouraging people not to get married,
to me it is crazy. I strongly commend
the gentleman, and I do hope that all
of our colleagues will support this ef-
fort.

Now, it will come at a price. It will
cost us, the Federal Government,
money to get rid of the marriage pen-
alty. But, amazingly, as I understand
it, it will mean a reduction in spending
of 1 percent over the next 5 years,
which to me is a price well worth pay-
ing. That, might I add, is just discre-
tionary spending. I am not including
entitlement spending in that mix.

As I understand the numbers on this
over the next 5 years, it means the dif-
ference between Washington spending
$9.1 trillion versus $9.0 trillion. It is a
$100 billion difference. A lot of money,
$100 billion, but, in my opinion, this is
clearly the right thing to do. I think
Washington can tighten its belt a little
bit so that the American families can
have a little bit more money.

The gentleman was talking about a
couple that wants to take a honey-
moon. I will tell you what this boils
down to for a lot of couples in my Con-
gressional District. It boils down to
things like being able to afford braces
for the kids; being able to set money
aside for college or not; it means new
tires for the car or not.

So I say, let us put Washington on a
little bit of a diet, and let us give mar-
ried couples a little bit of a break, and
let us pass this. I do commend the gen-
tleman for, again, convening this spe-
cial order. Twenty-one million Amer-
ican families will be affected by this.
That is not a small number of people.

Mr. MCINTOSH. Let me reemphasize
the gentleman’s last point. When Presi-
dent Clinton was asked what does he
think about eliminating the marriage
penalty, he agreed that there is no jus-
tification for penalizing married people
with this marriage tax. But, he said, I
am not sure we can find the revenue to
be able to do that.

So that has been the prevailing
worry in Washington for 30 years. They
have let the penalty grow and grow and
grow, so that now it is a huge impact
on many working families, because
they do not want to give up the money.

Our message is, let us do it. Let us
eliminate the marriage penalty. No-
body will stand up on the floor of this
House and say yes, I like penalizing
married couples and they should pay
more taxes, because they know it is
wrong, but they will not give up the
money.

As the gentleman pointed out, it is
one cent on the dollar. All we have to
did is hold a little bit back. It is not
even a cut, because the budget contin-
ues to grow at the rate of inflation. It
is only a little bit of restraint, and
every family in America knows if you
are doing something wrong, you have
to change your budget priorities, you
have to save a little bit here and not
spend everything, that you can do that.
A 1 percent savings in order to protect
families in this country is tremendous.
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Mr. WELDON of Florida. If the gen-

tleman would yield for a question, now,
if I understand the gentleman cor-
rectly, we can pass this marriage pen-
alty while actually letting the govern-
ment continue to grow. The issue just
is, how quickly will the Federal budget
increase? In other words, are we going
to increase at a rate of the inflation
rate, or are we going to increase gov-
ernment spending? Am I correct?

Mr. MCINTOSH. That is exactly
right. The President’s budget, and he
said I am not sure we give up the
money, increases the rate of govern-
ment growth at twice the rate of infla-
tion, about 3.5 percent each year. By
holding it down to a little bit more
than the rate of inflation, which is the
Committee on the Budget’s proposal,
we can have $100 billion in that budget
to eliminate the marriage penalty. I
think that is exactly what we need to
do.

I had hoped to be able to share with
you some of my E-mails, but appar-
ently my computer is not working and
we cannot get them printed out. Angie
keeps track of all of them in my office
for me, but was not able to get them
over to me. I would like to emphasize
with everybody watching how impor-
tant this is to average working fami-
lies in this country.

Now I would like to recognize one of
our new Members, a freshman from
Pennsylvania who has served many
years on the appropriations committee
in that chamber, in the Pennsylvania
legislature, and he knows you can get
the job done in saving money on these
appropriations bills if you put your
mind to it.

So let me introduce now the gen-
tleman from Pennsylvania (Mr. PITTS),
and recognize the gentleman for a com-
ment on this.

Mr. PITTS. Mr. Speaker, I am very
pleased to join my colleagues. I want
to commend the gentleman from Flor-
ida (Mr. WELDON) for his eloquence. I
want to commend the gentleman from
Indiana (Mr. MCINTOSH) for his leader-
ship on this issue. It is a real honor to
join the gentlemen this evening to dis-
cuss really one of the number one 1998
budget goals for many Members of this
Congress, and that is the repeal of the
marriage penalty tax.

As many of us have realized, and
most Americans I think recognized
long ago, the marriage penalty tax
works against the very fundamental in-
stitution that we claim is the center of
our social fabric, the family.

How paradoxical that marriage, the
very foundation of our social structure,
is currently undermined in our Federal
Tax Code. Our current Tax Code, in-
stead of being fair to a husband and
wife who both work full-time, places an
unnecessary burden on married couples
solely for the fact they are married.
Under the current code, had this man
and woman chosen to live together and
file separately, they would not be pun-
ished by the Tax Code.
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This is just plain wrong, and it is

warped.
For instance, in my office alone,

within 1 year, I have four staff mem-
bers getting married. None of these in-
dividuals is living with his or her fi-
ance before they get married.

All eight of these young people are
young professionals. All eight of them
are paying individual income taxes to
the Federal Government. But when
these eight individuals choose to wed,
when each one of them chooses to be-
come a husband or a wife, automati-
cally, by the very virtue of that deci-
sion, they will suffer under the tax sta-
tus by which they file because they are
choosing marriage. They are doing the
right thing.

But our Tax Code, in effect, tells
them to do something else. If our Tax
Code can speak, it would tell them that
it is financially better for them if they
refrain from making that marriage
commitment. Our Tax Code essentially
encourages two professional individ-
uals to remain unmarried.

What is the financial cost here? Cou-
ples such as those I mentioned will pay
an average of $1,400 a year in higher
taxes due to the marriage penalty. In
1996, 21 million married couples were
affected. And this must come to an
end. So we must press for this budget
agreement that includes $100 billion in
tax relief for our married couples.

It is time that our Tax Code reflects
this Nation’s emphasis on the social
virtue and the value of marriage. It is
inconceivable that our tax policy
should discourage the very fundamen-
tal unit of society, family and mar-
riage, but that is what it does.

As our budget negotiations continue,
as we seek continued and lasting tax
relief for the American people, a repeal
of the marriage penalty tax must be
part of that mix. What may appear to
be a seemingly small penalty hidden
within the Tax Code harms in a very
large way the institution on which we
have based our society, the family.

So elimination of the marriage pen-
alty restores tax fairness. It increases
take-home pay for families. It
strengthens marriage and families. It
helps working women. It is the right
thing to do, to repeal the marriage pen-
alty tax.

On the comment in question that the
gentleman from Florida (Mr. WELDON)
mentioned previously, if we look his-
torically at the growth of government,
the rate of government spending, I
think if you will look back 5 years, we
have spent about $7.8 trillion on the
Federal Government. Looking ahead
for 5 years, it is proposed that we spend
$9.1 trillion.

All we are doing with this marriage
penalty tax is just moving that $9.1
trillion to $9.0 trillion. In other words,
we are just saving 1 penny on the dol-
lar. There is no better way to give tax
relief to the American family than to
repeal the marriage penalty tax.

Mr. MCINTOSH. Mr. Speaker, by the
way, I would like to mention that the

new freshman class had a budget pro-
posal this year that included address-
ing this marriage penalty problem. I
wanted to thank all of the new Mem-
bers of Congress for getting behind us.

Oftentimes, the wisdom of some of
the new Members gets lost on people
who have been here a long time be-
cause they get used to spending that
money. The gentleman has helped us
make that point; that is, 1 penny on
the dollar allows us to do what is right
for the American family.

One other thing I wanted to point
out, I mentioned a letter from my con-
stituents. Sharon Mallory is the one
who wrote it to me. I have also said
that, in many ways, this tax relief is
the working woman’s tax relief bill of
1998, because the majority of this pen-
alty ends up going to women who enter
the workforce.

Oftentimes, a young lady will get
married. She may have a career, put
that on hold in order to raise her chil-
dren. Then, when they get old enough,
she wants to have the option of going
back into the workforce or, in many
cases, has to go back into the work-
force just to make ends meet and be
able to pay the monthly bills.

When that happens, the marriage
penalty kicks in; and, for women, it al-
most means that they can pay as much
as 50 percent or half of the money that
they earn in taxes because all of that
penalty comes out of her additional in-
come.

So it is often the mothers in this
country, the wives, the women who
want to work and have a career or need
to work to help their family, who are
penalized most by this marriage pen-
alty.

We need to recognize in the modern
era that it is wrong to say to somebody
we will give you equal opportunity to
enter the workforce, but we are going
to come around and tax you more, as
much as 50 percent on your marginal
tax rate for your income just because
you are married.

A lot of the e-mails that I have re-
ceived have been from women, moth-
ers, young ladies who are getting mar-
ried, women who are engaged and look-
ing forward to seeing what will happen
once they do get married. They are the
ones who are most concerned, and
rightfully so, because the incidence of
this tax and the unfair burden falls
most heavily upon women in this coun-
try. We need to eliminate it to allow
them to have a chance to keep more of
that money and use it for their family.

Other people have pointed out to me
that, in some ways, it would allow
women to have the choice of maybe
working only part-time and spending
more time with their children. If they
did not have to pay that 50 percent tax
on that extra income, they could cut
back on their hours and spend more
time at home where they would like to
spend more time with their children.

So for women who would like to be at
home and with their children but feel
forced to go into the workplace to
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make ends meet and pay the bills, this
bill, the marriage tax elimination bill,
will also help them make that choice
for their families.

Let me now recognize the gentleman
from Florida (Mr. WELDON) again for
another comment.

Mr. WELDON of Florida. Mr. Speak-
er, I appreciate the gentleman for
yielding.

I just want to stress the point that
you were just making, that the burden
of this so often does fall to the women,
particularly when marriages fail. Much
of the consequences of that falls to the
women because, frequently, they do
end up with the children and they have
the added responsibility of raising the
kids.

For the government to be establish-
ing and maintaining tax policies that
discourage marriage, to me, borders on
criminal. The people who, more often
than not, pay the real price for this are
the wives, the mothers, and obviously
the people who are really paying the
price are the kids.

I was going through earlier some of
the statistics on the impact on chil-
dren. I have this chart here, and it is
really very, very dramatic if you actu-
ally look at the numbers: 72 percent of
juvenile murderers coming out of bro-
ken homes or single-parent homes; 60
percent of rapists; three of four teen
suicides; twice as likely to drop out of
school.

It has an impact on the parents. The
parents have shorter life expectancy,
poorer health, lower economic well-
being.

Let me just say there are a lot of sin-
gle moms and single dads who do a
great job, and I meet them every day in
my district. My hat is off to them, and
I applaud them and their work. Many,
many great Americans have been
raised by very many heroic single par-
ents going it alone; but as any one of
them will testify to you, it is much,
much harder.

God ordained the two-parent family,
and raising kids is just tough. Anybody
who has done that knows that is a fact.

I have done some numbers for the im-
pact that this bill has for people in my
district. What I did is I looked at a
schoolteacher, two schoolteachers.
They meet at school in Brevard County
where I live in Florida. If they were
making $30,500 a year, they get mar-
ried, their combined income is $61,000 a
year. So $30,500 single; they get mar-
ried, $61,000.

If they file as singles, they would pay
$3,592 in Federal taxes, for a total of
$7,184. So they are living together out
of wedlock, and that is their tax bur-
den. When they get married, when they
walk down the aisle, when they go to
church and have their marriage
blessed, their tax goes up to $8,563.
That is $1,379 that they will pay as a
marriage penalty.

In my opinion, that is obscene to
have a Tax Code here in Washington
that would actually apply that kind of
a penalty on people who do the com-

mon-sense thing of getting married. It
is for that reason that I have fought for
this. I have supported this.

I just wanted to underscore what we
were talking about earlier, because the
people who will oppose this will point
to all that money that the Federal
Government will not get anymore, and
they will make these arguments that it
is going to hurt the environment or it
is going to hurt education or it is going
to hurt the elderly or the poor.

The real issue here, the real debate
is, is the Federal Government going to
grow at double the inflation rate, or is
it going to grow at the inflation rate?
The inflation rate is about 2 percent,
2.5 percent. There are people here who
want to grow the Federal Government
at 31⁄2 and 4 percent per year, and they
do not want to pass this marriage pen-
alty.

I say, let us pass the marriage pen-
alty, that we can manage business here
in Washington with a little less money
and give a little more money to work-
ing families.

That is such a critical issue here.
These are working families, working
moms. These are the people who are
literally the backbone, the foundation
of our country. More often than not,
they are trying to raise kids. We are
just trying to make it a little bit easier
on them.

Yes, we can have the money to pro-
tect the environment. We can have the
money to pay for programs for the poor
and the needy. We can have the money
to pay for a national defense and the
other needs and still do this.

I see the gentleman from Indiana is
going to go into that in a little bit of
detail. He has a chart that I think dem-
onstrates that very nicely, so I yield
back to him.

Mr. MCINTOSH. Mr. Speaker, this
chart here is something that we pro-
duced to show people the differences in
spending levels for the various budget
proposals that Washington is consider-
ing right now.

The President’s budget that he intro-
duced earlier this year has government
increasing by 31⁄2 percent for 5 years.
That is 31⁄2 percent each year for 5
years. It is roughly twice what the rate
of inflation is.

By the way, the President did noth-
ing to eliminate the marriage penalty.
He says we need the money. We have
got to keep penalizing married folks,
make them pay more taxes so we can
spend that 31⁄2 percent more each year.

The Senate did a little bit better, re-
duced that down to slightly over 3 per-
cent. They had about $30 billion from
tax cuts. Well, that eliminates one-
fifth of the marriage penalty. But peo-
ple are still paying over four-fifths in
the marriage tax each year.

The House budget that JOHN KASICH
put out is about 2.7 percent, which is
$100 billion in tax relief. That penny on
the dollar, that would allow us to
phase out over the 5 years the marriage
penalty.

Then the final one is the Conserv-
ative Action Team or the CAT’s budg-

et. That holds it just under inflation or
about 2.6 each year in the rate of
growth of government. With that, we
are able to have $150 billion in tax cuts,
totally eliminate the marriage penalty
this year so that next year on their in-
come tax parents will not be penalized
because they are married anymore.

Those are the choices. What is at
stake right now is how we are negotiat-
ing with these different parties. But it
is very clear the President is for more
government spending and keeping the
marriage penalty. The Senate is for
splitting the difference, still having
some marriage penalty, but spending a
lot of money for the Federal Govern-
ment. The House is for eliminating the
marriage penalty, and that is what we
are going to be voting on later this
year.

While we were listening to the gen-
tleman from Florida (Mr. WELDON),
Angie was able to get the computer to
work, and I have got some of these e-
mails that I wanted to share with you
just to show exactly what people
around the country are saying about
this marriage tax penalty.

The first one is from Christopher
Schleifer who is from Fairfield, Ohio.
Christopher writes: One of the biggest
shocks my wife and I had when we de-
cided to get married was how much
more we would have to give the govern-
ment because we decided to be married
rather than live together. It does not
make sense that I was allowed to keep
a larger portion of my pay on Friday
and less of it on Monday with the only
difference being that I was married
over the weekend.
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Another e-mail came in from Wayne

in Dayton, Ohio. He said,
Penalizing for marriage flies in the face of

common sense. This is a classic example of
government policy not supporting that
which it tries to promote. In our particular
situation, my girlfriend and I would incur a
net annual penalty of $2,000, or approxi-
mately $167 per month. Though not huge,
this is enough to pay our monthly phone,
cable, water, and home insurance bills.

That was from Wayne in Dayton,
Ohio.

Then Thomas Smith, from Columbus,
said,

I am engaged to be married, and my fiance
and I have discussed the fact that we will be
penalized financially. We have postponed the
date of our marriage in order to save up and
have a ‘‘running start,’’ in part because of
this nasty, unfair tax structure.

Then I have one from Thana and
Emily in Everett, Washington. They
write,

My wife and I support McIntosh’s bill 100
percent. I’d like to use the money that we
could save for my 1-year-old daughter’s col-
lege fund. My wife and I have made a com-
mitment to one another that I work to pay
bills and she works to pay taxes. It is not
that funny, but we don’t have any other
choice but to just laugh it off.

I am hoping, Thana and Emily, that
this House will pass the Marriage Tax
Elimination Act so you can have a lit-
tle bit extra for your 1-year-old daugh-
ter.
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Finally, I wanted to share with Mem-

bers a part of an e-mail from Andrew
and Connie Barrington from Alexan-
dria, Virginia.

We grew up together and began dating
when we were 18. After dating for 3 years, we
decided that the next natural step in our
lives together would be to get married. I can-
not tell you the joy that this has brought,
but I must tell you that the tax penalty that
was inflicted on us has been the only real
source of pain that our marriage has suf-
fered. Thank you for all you are doing to
eliminate this horrible punishment for ful-
filling our lives together.

Well, Andrew and Connie, it is my
fondest hope that we will act this year.
We will overcome the President’s re-
luctance, we will overcome the Sen-
ate’s shyness about eliminating the
tax, and we will be able to say to you
next year, no longer are you penalized
on your taxes just because you are
married.

I think it is critical that this House
also make a resolution in the budget to
hold the line on the spending in order
to get there. In 1994 when the gen-
tleman from Florida (Mr. WELDON) and
I were first elected, the biggest dif-
ference between a Republican and a
Democrat Congress was that we said
we wanted to shrink the size of govern-
ment. We have worked hard and we
have balanced the budget. We have not
shrunk it yet, but at least we are hold-
ing the line on spending.

This year, if we can hold that line to
just under the rate of inflation or just
around the rate of inflation, we can
eliminate this unfair marriage penalty,
allow everybody to pay the same,
whether they are married or single,
strengthen families, give the typical
family in America more money out of
their paycheck, so they can make for
themselves the decision on how to
spend that money, whether to save it
for their children, for their college
funds, whether to pay their cable bill,
whether to get the braces, whether to
go on a vacation this year.

All of those decisions should be left
to the family. We want to end the
fights that people have because they do
not have enough money to pay the bills
each month. One of the biggest reasons
is the government takes more and
more and more out of married people’s
payroll in taxes. I hope, and I think we
have come farther than ever before,
that this House will come together and
eliminate this marriage penalty.

I yield to the gentleman from Florida
(Mr. WELDON), and would ask if he has
any further remarks to make on this.

Mr. WELDON of Florida. Mr. Speak-
er, I thank the gentleman for yielding.
I just wanted to close out my contribu-
tion to this special order to say how
pleased I am to see us moving in this
direction, and that we may be able to
pass the repeal of the marriage pen-
alty.

Many people ask me, how did you get
into politics? You are a doctor, and
most doctors do not go into politics.
The way I got involved in it is I actu-
ally started a community group in the

county that I live in called the Space
Coast Family Forum. We call it the
Space Coast because we launch the
shuttle there, and as well, the Titan
and Atlas rockets, and many may have
seen the shuttle launch we had yester-
day. It was a beautiful launch.

But we formed that group, myself
and other people, because of our con-
cern about the breakdown of the family
in the United States. I felt very strong-
ly, as do the others who helped me join
together to form that group, that the
family was the foundation upon which
our society was based. It was really
strong families that made for strong
communities that made for strong
States and nations. It was not great
policies that emanate from the Capitol
in Washington, D.C., but it was just
strong communities that really made a
difference.

One of the reasons I went further and
ran myself, and became a candidate,
and got elected, is I wanted to be able
to come here and make a difference,
and to do something to help families,
to help working families. I am very
pleased to see that we are heading in
this direction. The President has made
statements to indicate that he will
support this. I am very pleased that
the Committee on the Budget has in-
corporated provisions to allow for the
end of the marriage penalty in this. I
am very pleased to be able to support
the gentleman and those others who
have been involved with this effort.

Mr. McINTOSH. Mr. Speaker, for the
closing portion of our special order,
and I think we have about 10 minutes
more, I will yield to one of my col-
leagues who has worked tremendously
on the CATS budget, the Conservative
Action Team budget.

As I mentioned earlier, using one of
the charts of the gentleman from Wis-
consin (Mr. NEUMANN), the President
spends more and does nothing to elimi-
nate the marriage tax penalty. The
Senate spends a little less but keeps
most of the marriage penalty. The
House does eliminate the marriage
penalty, and then the CATS budget
keeps the budget under the rate of in-
flation, so we can totally eliminate the
marriage penalty, plus have some tax
cuts to spur job growth and save Social
Security.

One of the reasons we have been able
to do this is that one of our colleagues,
a fellow who also came in with the gen-
tleman from Florida (Mr. WELDON) and
me in 1994, has worked tirelessly to
study this budget to find out where we
are spending too much money, where
we are wasting taxpayers’ dollars,
where we can do a better job of holding
back on this rate of growth in order to
fulfill our promises of smaller govern-
ment, lower taxes, saving Social Secu-
rity, and returning our national de-
fense to its proper place.

I yield the balance of the time on
this special order to the gentleman
from Wisconsin (Mr. MARK NEUMANN),
one of the people in this House who has
made a big impact on this budget.

Mr. NEUMANN. Mr. Speaker, I thank
the gentleman for yielding to me.

Mr. Speaker, if the gentleman will
point to the chart once more, point to
the line of inflation in the President’s
budget, and then go up to where he is
actually spending. The real question is,
would we rather spend that extra
money out here in Washington, in
Washington-run programs, or would we
be better off leaving that money in the
pockets and hands of the people who
earned the money in the first place?
That is what this really is all about.

The marriage tax penalty is one of
those commonsense issues in this coun-
try that makes people so angry out
there in America. It is one of those
issues, when you go to people and say,
did you know that if four people work
at the same job, they earn exactly the
same money, and two of them are mar-
ried to each other and two are living
together, that the two that are living
together pay less taxes than the two
that are married to each other? People
just go, why would we do that? What
kind of government would allow that
to happen? It is a commonsense kind of
thing.

Then we would look at that chart and
say, we could continue more Washing-
ton spending programs, have more
spending going on in this community.
The President has some ideas on how
to start some new programs. He has
laid out a whole list of new spending
programs. That is what the distance
from that black line that is the infla-
tionary level up to where he is actually
spending is. That is what that extra is,
new spending programs that are going
to be started here in Washington.

We could do that, if that is what we
wanted to do. But we had Kelly Ann
Fitzpatrick, a pollster here in Washing-
ton, a well-respected pollster out here,
she went out and asked 2,000 Ameri-
cans, she said, do you think govern-
ment spending should go up faster than
the rate of inflation, at the rate of in-
flation, or slower than the rate of infla-
tion? And it was a 90 to 3 question.
Ninety percent of the people said at or
below the rate of inflation. Only 3 per-
cent thought that government spend-
ing should go up faster than the rate of
inflation.

I cannot emphasize enough what we
are really talking about here is should
we spend more of that hard-earned
money out here in Washington, or
should we leave that money in the
pockets of the American people? I do
not know if the gentleman mentioned
earlier in the hour about the tax cuts
that have already passed.

I think there is very little under-
standing in this country that when we
look at what we have already passed,
because of the savings we have been
able to enact so far, things like $400 per
child, 550,000 Wisconsin families next
April when they figure out their taxes,
they will get down to how much they
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would have paid in taxes to Washing-
ton, and subtract $400 off the bottom
line for the $400 per child tax credit.

This is just common sense. Who can
spend this money better? I believe that
our Wisconsin families can spend it
better than the people out here in
Washington.

Or the college tuition, I have two in
college myself. I know a lot of our mid-
dle-income families that are struggling
to pay college tuition bills. When they
struggle to pay these college tuition
bills, we looked at this picture and
said, they earned $1,500. Would it not
be nice if in the middle-income fami-
lies, they could keep the $1,500 to help
pay for college tuition, instead of send-
ing to Washington?

I believe those 250,000 Wisconsin fam-
ilies and others like them all across
America can spend that $1,500 better to
help their kids go to college than the
bureaucrats could if they got their
hands on the money here in Washing-
ton. That is what this is all about.

Take capital gains. I have been hav-
ing a lot of fun, and I do not know if
my colleague from Indiana has been
doing this. I have been asking when I
am out in groups, how many own a
stock, bond, or mutual fund? What I
have been finding is that almost every
single hand in the room has gone up.
The number of people in America today
who own stocks, bonds, mutual funds,
or some sort of retirement plan like
that is astronomical.

Then I say, well, shoot, I hope you
earn a profit on it. I really hope you
make a profit on your investment, be-
cause this is America. After all, is that
not why you are investing? They all
nod their head. When you make a prof-
it, instead of sending $28 out of every
hundred you now make in profit, you
now only send $20, because our govern-
ment has reeled in the growth of spend-
ing. It is still growing at the rate of in-
flation, like that chart shows, but we
have reeled it in and stopped it from
growing faster than the rate of infla-
tion, so when you make a profit you do
not have to send as much out here to
Washington. That is just common
sense.

Mr. MCINTOSH. Mr. Speaker, the
amazing thing about that is as we have
cut that tax by almost one-third, peo-
ple are investing more in stocks and
bonds and mutual funds, as the gen-
tleman said, and as a result, the gov-
ernment is actually receiving more
money with lower taxes.

Ronald Reagan was right: If we cut
taxes, people will engage in more eco-
nomic activity, and the government
will actually receive the revenues it
needs to do its business. I am glad the
gentleman brought that up as a key
part of what we have been doing here.

Mr. NEUMANN. The other one I like
to talk about is the death and estate
tax. We pay taxes on this money once.
We go all through our lives, build up
this estate. Would it not be nice if we
got to the point in America again
where we could pass this estate to our

kids instead of giving it to the govern-
ment?

I hope every American has the right
to build their estate while they are liv-
ing. I hope they are successful. I really
do. That is what this country is all
about. When we look forward to the
next generation, I hope there are a lot
of successful people out there. I think
every American citizen should have the
right to pass their estate on to their
children, rather than to the United
States government.

We have a long ways to go on the es-
tate tax, but we did take the first shot
last year. It is better than it used to
be, at least. A lot of progress is being
made. When we really look at this pic-
ture, it comes down to the question of
whether Washington should spend the
money, or should the people who
earned the money keep it in their
homes and families and do a better job
of spending?

Mr. MCINTOSH. Let us look back at
this chart again. I would ask the gen-
tleman to explain to our colleagues and
to Americans watching tonight, when
we hold the line on the spending, and
instead of going to 3.5 percent in-
creases each year we just keep it to in-
flation, which the CATS budget does,
the gentleman was also able to write
into that budget some tremendous help
for Social Security.

Would the gentleman share for us ex-
actly what the difference is? The Presi-
dent spends the money on government
programs that are supposed to go into
the Social Security trust fund, and the
gentleman has been able to write it so
we actually actually put the money
aside to be there for the senior citizens.

Mr. NEUMANN. That is an important
part of the CATS budget. It spends less
and it can provide more tax relief. It
also provides more money set aside to
preserve and protect Social Security
than any of the other three budgets
under consideration out here. We actu-
ally set aside all of the money that is
coming in above and beyond what we
are actually paying back out to seniors
in benefits. We should be very clear on
this.

Right now, today, with us baby
boomers still in the work force, there
is more money coming in for Social Se-
curity than what we are actually pay-
ing back out to our senior citizens in
benefits. Today the government takes
that money and spends it on other gov-
ernment programs and puts IOUs in the
trust fund.

Under the CATS budget, that extra
cash that is coming in for Social Secu-
rity this year, over and above what is
being paid back out to seniors, actually
gets set aside in real money. We buy
negotiable Treasury bonds and put
them into the Social Security trust
fund. It is very different than any
other proposal out here at this time. It
is really the right way to make sure
that my mother’s Social Security is
safe in the near term.

We hear a lot of people talking about
Social Security post 2030. The real

problem in Social Security is not 2030,
it is 2012. In 2012, we have more money
going out to seniors in benefits. That is
when the baby boom generation
reaches retirement, and there are a lot
of us racing towards retirement.

When the baby boom generation gets
to retirement, there is more money
going out than dollars coming in. That
is when we are supposed to be able to
go to the savings account trust fund,
take the money, and make good on our
Social Security promise.

The CATS budget actually puts real
money into the savings account, so
when 2012 gets here and we need the
money, we can go to the savings ac-
count and make good on Social Secu-
rity without raising taxes on the hard-
working people in this country.

Mr. MCINTOSH. One other important
point that I think is so important to
stress on the gentleman’s budget is
that we have also been able to take
care of the problem in defense.

We now realize, with China develop-
ing the technology to deliver nuclear
weapons, not only to Hawaii but all
across the United States, with India
testing a nuclear weapon and Pakistan
testing a nuclear weapon, that the
world is a dangerous place.
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Now, after the Cold War was over, we
held our defense spending even, which
meant with inflation we were actually
going down each year in real terms.
But because we held the line on every-
thing else to just below inflation, we
were able to raise defense up to the
level of inflation over the 5 years. And
I was going to have the gentleman
share more with people how we were
able to do that.

Mr. NEUMANN. Well, this is a
reprioritizing of how we are spending
the taxpayers’ money. We can spend it
on any one of a number of programs
out here. We simply said, look, if the
rest of the budget is going to be al-
lowed to increase at the rate of infla-
tion, we want our defense spending to
increase at the rate of inflation too.

Everybody out here called that an in-
crease. They call it cuts when we are
actually spending much more than the
rate of inflation. They call it an in-
crease when we are only letting it go
up at the rate of inflation. It is a very
strange community when we start
thinking about the actual language.

I had this discussion as a matter of
fact with a well-respected reporter
from Milwaukee, Wisconsin. And I
mean it. He is a good reporter from the
community of Milwaukee, Wisconsin,
and we had this discussion.

My opponent was talking to me
about how we were increasing spending
by $9 billion in defense. I took out the
numbers. Our first year here we spent
$272 billion on defense. We are now
spending $264 billion. We spent $272 bil-
lion the first year; we are now spending
$264 billion.

Now in Wisconsin we would call that
a decrease in spending, but that is not
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what they call it. They call it an in-
crease. Let me explain why that is an
increase in spending, even though
spending went down from $272 billion
to $264 billion.

The President only requested $255 bil-
lion. So when we spent $264 billion,
they called that an increase over what
the President requested even though it
was a decrease. And if listeners are not
confused yet, I will give more numbers.
But the facts are it gets twisted when
one tries to listen to people in this
community.

The bottom line in the CATS budget,
defense spending is frozen in real dol-
lars. That is to say, it is allowed to in-
crease at the rate of inflation, and this
is the only budget on the Hill that ac-
tually allows for inflationary increase
in defense spending.

There are people out there that
bought $75 hammers and $200 toilet
seats. We ought to can those people.
We ought to fire those people today.
The people responsible for the waste in
the military ought to be booted out
and booted out right now.

But that does not mean that because
of those few we should place our men
and women in uniform in jeopardy, and
that is what has been going on out
here. They have been demagoguing it
based on the few people who are mak-
ing the horrible mistakes and wasting
the defense dollars, and the result is
that our young men and women in uni-
form are being put in jeopardy.

Mr. MCINTOSH. Mr. Speaker, with
that let me yield back the balance of
our time and urge all of my colleagues
to vote ‘‘yes’’ on the CATS budget and
support the elimination of the mar-
riage penalty.

f

COMMEMORATING THE 130TH ANNI-
VERSARY OF NAVAJO TREATY
OF 1868

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Under
the Speaker’s announced policy of Jan-
uary 7, 1997, the gentleman from New
Mexico (Mr. REDMOND) is recognized for
10 minutes as the designee of the ma-
jority leader.

Mr. REDMOND. Mr. Speaker, 1998 is
a very significant year in the history of
the Navajo Nation. It is the 130th anni-
versary of the signing of the treaty be-
tween the Navajo people and the
United States Government.

In honor of this 130th anniversary,
this week I will be reading segments of
the treaty until it has been read in full
and people in America know what the
treaty contains and what the agree-
ment is between the government of the
United States and the Navajo people.
The treaty begins like this:

Andrew Johnson, President of the United
States of America, ALL AND SINGULAR TO
WHOM THESE PRESENTS SHALL COME,
GREETING:

Whereas a Treaty was made in Fort Sum-
ner, in the Territory of New Mexico, on the
first day of June, in the year of our Lord one
thousand eight hundred and sixty-eight, by
and between Lieutenant General W.T. Sher-
man and Samuel F. Tappan, Commissioners,

on behalf of the United States of America,
and Barboncito, Armijo, and other Chiefs
and Headmen of the Navajo tribes of Indians,
on the part of said Indians, and duly author-
ized thereto by them, which Treaty is in the
words and figures following, to wit:

Articles of a Treaty and agreement made
and entered into at Fort Sumner, New Mex-
ico, on the first day of June, 1868, by and be-
tween the United States, represented by its
Commissioners, Lieutenant General W.T.
Sherman and Colonel Samuel F. Tappan, of
the one part, and the Navajo Nation or tribes
of Indians, represented by their Chiefs and
Headmen, duly authorized and empowered to
act for the whole people of said Nation or
tribe, (the names of said Chiefs and Headmen
being hereto subscribed,) of the other part,
witness:

Article I. From this day forward all war
between the parties to this agreement shall
for ever cease. The government of the United
States desires peace, and its honor is thereby
pledged to keep it. The Indians desire peace,
and they now pledge their honor to keep it.

If bad men among the whites, or among
other people subject to the authority of the
United States, shall commit any wrong upon
the person or property of the Indians, the
United States will, upon proof made to the
agent and forwarded to the Commissioner of
Indian Affairs at Washington city, proceed at
once to cause the offender to be arrested and
punished according to the laws of the United
States, and also to reimburse the injured
persons for the loss sustained.

If bad men among the Indians shall com-
mit a wrong or depredation upon the person
or property of any one, white, black, or In-
dian, subject to the authority of the United
States and at peace therewith, the Navajo
tribe agree that they will, on proof made to
their agent, and on notice by him, deliver up
the wrongdoer to the United States, to be
tried and punished according to its laws; and
in case they willfully refuse to do so, the per-
son injured shall be reimbursed for his loss
for the annuities or other moneys due or to
become due them under this Treaty, or any
others that may be made with the United
States. And the President may prescribe
such rules and regulations for ascertains
damages under this article as in his judg-
ment may be proper; but no such damage
shall be adjusted and paid until examined
and passed upon by the Commissioner of In-
dian Affairs, and no one sustaining loss
whilst violating, or because of his violating,
the provisions of this treaty or the laws of
the United States shall be reimbursed there-
fore.

Article II. The United States agrees that
the following district of country, to wit:
bounded on the north by the 37th degree of
north latitude, south by an east and west
line passing through the site of old Fort De-
fiance, in Canon Bonito, east of the parallel
of longitude which, if prolonged south, would
pass through old Fort Lyon, or the Ojo-de-
oso, Bear Spring, and west by a parallel of
longitude about 109 degrees and 30 minutes
west of Greenwich, provided it embraces the
outlet of Canon-de-Chilly, which canon is to
be all included in this reservation, shall be,
and the same is hereby, set apart for the use
and occupation of the Navajo tribe of Indi-
ans, and for such other friendly tribes or in-
dividual Indians as from time to time they
may be willing, with the consent of the
United States, to admit among them; and
the United States agrees that no persons ex-
cept those herein authorized to do so, and ex-
cept such officers, soldiers, agents, and em-
ployees of the government, or of the Indians,
as may be authorized to enter upon Indian
reservations in discharge of duties imposed
by law, or the orders of the President, shall
ever be permitted to pass over, settle upon,

or reside in, the territory described in this
article.

Article III. The United States agrees to
cause to be built at some point within said
reservation, where timber and water may be
convenient, the following buildings: a ware-
house, to cost not exceeding twenty-five
hundred dollars; an agency building for the
residence of the agent, not to cost exceeding
three thousand dollars; a carpenter shop and
blacksmith shop, not to cost exceeding one
thousand dollars each; and a school-house
and chapel, so soon as sufficient number of
children can be induced to attend school,
which shall not cost to exceed five thousand
dollars.

Article IV. The United States agrees that
the agent for the Navajos shall make his
home at the agency building; that he shall
reside among them and shall keep an office
at all times for the purpose of prompt and
diligent inquiry into such matters of com-
plaint by or against the Indians as may be
presented for investigation, as also for the
faithful discharge of other duties enjoined by
law. In all cases of depredation on person or
property shall cause the evidence to be taken
in writing and forwarded, together with his
finding, to the Commissioner of Indian Af-
fairs, whose decision shall be binding on the
parties to this treaty.

Mr. Speaker, I thank the Chair for al-
lowing me this time to read once again
the Treaty between the Navajo Nation
and the United States Government, the
Treaty of 1868, Articles I, II, and III.
We will continue to read on a sequen-
tial basis the rest of the articles of this
Treaty, but the purpose of this is to
celebrate the 130th anniversary of
peace between the Navajo people and
the people of the United States.

f

IN SUPPORT OF H.R. 2604, THE RE-
LIGIOUS LIBERTY AND CHARI-
TABLE DONATION ACT

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Under a
previous order of the House, the gentle-
woman from Texas (Ms. JACKSON-LEE)
is recognized for 5 minutes.

Ms. JACKSON-LEE. Mr. Speaker,
first I would like to thank the gentle-
woman from New York (Mrs. MALONEY)
for her kindness. I realize how impor-
tant an issue we have to discuss in just
a few minutes, and I wanted to add my
support and respect for the importance
of legislation that we just discussed
here on the House floor just a short
while ago.

One in particular, H.R. 2604, the Reli-
gious Liberty and Charitable Donation
Act, particularly comes to mind as we
are poised for some other discussions
dealing with the First Amendment and,
as well, religious liberty.

This bill is a bill that must and
should have been passed, for it recog-
nizes and respects the freedom of reli-
gion, and it was captured in the words
of Judge Alphonzo Taft, father of
President Howard Taft:

The ideal of our people as to religious free-
dom is absolute equality under the law of all
religious opinions and sects . . . the govern-
ment is neutral and while protecting all, it
prefers none and disparages none.

This legislation protects donations to
charities and to one’s religious institu-
tion in the form of tithe or offering,
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